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INTRODUCTION
Overview
The United States has a literacy problem; in fact, it has an education problem in general.
Piecemeal reforms that differ wildly from state to state, and even county to county, have had
varying levels of success from none to showing real potential. Nevada is not exempt from this
literacy problem. In 2015, only 47.57% of the students taking the state mandated third grade
exams were deemed proficient on the English Language Arts portion of the exam. The purpose
of this paper is to examine the efficacy of one such literacy program, “Nevada K.I.D.S Read”, with
a goal of establishing early childhood literacy by third grade, among other academic goals; it first
explores the background of the program, then the outcomes, and lastly what the data actually
reveals about the program.
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BACKGROUND
Potential Education Reforms
Several different proposals have been made to improve Clark County’s education system. The
most credible and common suggestions include; class size reduction, a voucher system, and
early childhood education systems.

Class size is one of the more common solutions proposed to improve the current education
system, as it is widely popular among school officials, parents, and even policy makers. Smaller
classes improve performance by increasing the amount of individual attention. A study in
Tennessee finds that reducing class sizes from twenty-two students to fifteen students increased
performance by .22 standard deviations, which is the equivalent of 3 months of schooling
(Chingos 2011). However, class size reduction is expensive; more teachers need to be hired, and
more classrooms must be added, along with materials, supplies, and other basic classroom items.
While reductions in class sizes might be effective, the costs of class size reductions greatly
outweigh the benefits. As a result, a class size reduction program would be ill advised given the
poor return on investment.

Voucher systems have also been suggested to improve student performance. The underlying
assumption behind these proposals is that private schools provide a superior education compared
to public schools (Neal 2002). A voucher system transforms the education system into a market
where individuals have more freedom to choose where their children attend school. The current
education system provides parents with little choice and involvement in determining where their
children will attend school due to zoning and other regulations (Ladd 2002). The effects of a
voucher system are mostly inconclusive despite the many studies conducted, the results differ,
and there is no clear consensus.

Early childhood education programs that target students before they officially begin school has
been widely prevalent as a theory to improve student outcomes. Early childhood education
programs are linked to improving student outcomes. Though there are many different proposals
for early childhood education programs that greatly vary in the specifics (i.e.; starting age, duration
of the program, classroom model, target demographic, etc.), a study has shown that early
childhood education programs can improve student performance by 0.35 standard deviations or
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in simpler terms almost one third of a year worth of additional instruction (Duncan and Magnuson
2013). Though the benefits on student performance seem to “fade out” a couple years later, early
childhood programs seem to have long-term benefits. Deeper study has found that this is due to
the improvements in cognitive ability and early start on literacy that these students receive in early
childhood education programs.

Clark County School District has implemented some of these suggested reforms. There have
been attempts at class-size reduction but reducing class size is not feasible given the already
overstretched budget. There have been some attempts to implement early childhood education
programs; however, they have not been widespread or comprehensive (Horsford 2012).

Impetus for Early Elementary Literacy Programs
Third grade marks an important benchmark for student literacy. It is also a good point to measure
progress and conduct interventions if necessary. Much of the federal level legislation has focused
on pre-kindergarten through third grade reforms. Early intervention is generally effective and
result in the highest returns on investment. For example, Lesnick et. al. (2010) find that
interventions before the third grade that target children in the fifteenth percentile are effective in
raising students to average proficiency levels. Once a student has completed the third grade,
course curriculum no longer focuses on teaching skills to improve literacy. Once students reach
the fourth-grade level, they are expected to have the foundational abilities to begin to improve
reading abilities on their own without supplemental instruction (Hernandez 2011).

Literacy rates at the end of third grade have been shown to accurately predict the overall
performance for the rest of a student’s academic career. Once a student completes third grade
most of the content and concepts that they begin to learn (i.e. history, science, etc.) requires
robust reading ability for even basic exposure to the concepts (Hernandez 2011). This is because
focus of instruction starts to shift towards text-based learning. This “self-productivity” phenomenon
where skills begin to compound and build on each other amplifies the effects of below average
literacy rates (Duncan and Magnuson 2013). Reading abilities are tied to overall dedication and
engagement with school due to the integral nature of reading skills to all aspects of school. As a
result, students’ esteem, motivation, and overall ability begin to deteriorate as they disengage
(Lesnick et. al. 2007).
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Beyond just performance in school, literacy is directly correlated with graduation rates. Third
grade reading proficiency levels directly impact dropout rates. Students who are reading proficient
in the third grade are four times less likely to drop out than students who are not proficient (Lesnick
et. al. 2007). These proficiency gaps do not impact all students equally. Minority or low-income
non-proficient students are put in “double jeopardy.” Students who have been impoverished are
three times more likely to drop out from high school than students who have never experienced
poverty. Minority students are twice as likely to drop out as white students (Hernandez 2011).
Similarly, less than 20% of students who are non-proficient in third grade go to college, while over
60% of students who are reading above grade level attend college (Lesnick et. al. 2007).

These literacy impacts affect students far beyond their schooling. Reading proficiency is directly
correlated with a variety of impacts throughout the entirety of an individual’s life. Students who
are reading at or above grade level are more likely to both be employed and receive a higher
income than their non-proficient counterpart (Lesnick et. al. 2007). Non-proficient students are
more likely work in the service industry. They are more likely to receive government assistance
for longer spells compared to the reading proficient (Kutner 2007). Additionally, individuals who
are proficient by the third grade are more likely to read to their own children and have a greater
involvement in their children’s education. They are also more likely to vote in elections, volunteer,
and have a presence in online communities (Kutner 2007).

K.I.D.S. Read: Nevada’s Read by Grade 3 Program
Nevada’s Read by Grade Three Program, K.I.D.S. Read, became effective July 1, 2015 with the
passage of Senate Bill 391. K.I.D.S. Read mandates that students who are unable to prove
proficiency through predetermined exams at the end of third grade would be retained and repeat
the grade. The program mandated that schools implement programs that monitor student
progress, intervene early for students who are not on target to meet proficiency requirements,
and professional development for teachers. It also provides schools the funding to implement
academic programs focused on improving student literacy rates.

Retention has been highly controversial for both parents and educators, because it can cause
social issues and there is no guaranteed that it effectively increases academic proficiency. In
order to address these concerns, legislatures included the “Good Cause Exemption” which
outlined ways that students could be promoted to fourth grade, even if they proved unable to pass
the predetermined proficiency exam. The “Good Cause Exemption” allows students who are
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proficient, yet unable to pass the exam, be promoted if they can demonstrate proficiency on an
alternative exam or through a reading portfolio that is aligned with the State’s proficiency
standards. Additionally, students who have limited proficiency in the English language (i.e.
students who had received two years or less of English as a second language instruction) and
students with an Independent Education Plan (IEP) would not be subject to retainage. Students
who had been retained for two or more years prior to third grade, or had been previously retained
during third grade, are also ineligible to be retained. The Clark County School District will not
retain students two times regardless of ability to pass proficiency exams. Due to the controversial
nature of retention, the State made the decision to roll back the retention aspect of the program.

In addition to requiring reading proficiency for promotion to third grade, the program aimed to
increase student literacy rates through two efforts: competitive grants and educational mandates.

The competitive grants were awarded to schools based on need, as long as the schools met all
necessary criteria and complied with mandates of the law. To be eligible for the competitive grant
schools must demonstrate that they have a “high percentage or large numbers of children and
families in need of strategic early literacy instruction and intervention (K–3 levels) as indicated by
high levels of poverty, illiteracy, homelessness, limited English proficiency, or other related
indicators,” (Nevada Department of Education 2017). In addition to the criteria listed above, free
and reduced lunch eligibility as well as other sources of funding that a school receives are
considered in the grant award process. Applicants must describe the data used to determine the
need for additional services. The accepted metrics to demonstrate need include; reading
proficiency performance gaps for one or more recognized subgroups, low performance on
Kindergarten through third grade reading proficiency across whole school population, or other
forms of locally identified performance measures.

The K.I.D.S. Read program implemented educational mandates for all publicly funded schools in
Nevada. These mandates fall in to three categories; monitoring student progress, intervention
measures, and professional development. The mandates that aim to improve monitoring student
progress include the development of a Kindergarten through third grade literacy plan that is
aligned to the Nevada State Literacy Plan, and the implementation of testing used to assess
Kindergarten entrance reading level. The state provided fall, winter, and spring benchmark data
for first through eighth grade students. The two tests required were Measure of Academic
Performance Reading Assessment, which has not shown up on school performance benchmarks
7

until the 2018-2019 school year, and Brigance Assessment, which has been required but has not
been used since the implementation of the law. The mandates that focus on intervention include
the implementation of programs that provide additional intensive instruction for non-proficient
students (i.e. reading groups, decoding skills, reading fluency skills, and reading comprehension
practice), reading programs outside of the traditional school day (i.e. before school, after school,
and summer school programs), and notifications to parents of students who are not on track to
meet proficiency requirements. Given the already overstretched budget and the lack of targeted
funding for these additional programs, most interventions happen during the school day, which
can result in students missing instruction in other subject areas. The professional development
mandates include hiring and training designated learning strategists and increasing professional
development opportunities for all Kindergarten through fourth-grade educators.

This paper evaluates the effects of these mandates on student performance. Specifically, I
compare the proficiency rates of students before and after the implementation of these programs.
I then perform a difference-in-difference analysis that evaluates the effects of the program on
student performance.
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OVERVIEW
This analysis evaluates the efficacy of the K.I.D.S Read Program across three years (the 20152016 school year, the 2016-2017 school year, and the 2017-2018 school year). During the 20142015 school year the Nevada Department of Education replaced the Nevada Criterion-referenced
tests (CRT) with the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). As a result, the test data
from the 2014-2015 data has not been published. This makes analysing the effect of the Nevada
K.I.D.S. Read Program difficult given that there is no way to compare test score data from before
and after the implementation of the program. I therefore, examine the test results available to
gauge the effectiveness of the program on student performance.

What Data is Used?
Data for this analysis comes from the data published for the Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium (SBAC), published by the Nevada Department of Education. The data used to
conduct the analysis comes from schools located in the Clark County School District. All
proficiency rates reflect third grade assessment test scores.

Interpreting the Scores
The SBAC breaks students in to four categories of proficiency: Emergent/Developing Standards
(Emerging), Approaches Standards, Meets Standards, and Exceeds Standards. Emerging is
classified as a student who “occasionally/does not apply skills/strategies and requires extensive
remediation.” Approaches Standards is classified as a student who “inconsistently/incompletely
applies skills/strategies and requires targeted remediation.” Meets Standards refers to a student
who “consistently applies skills/strategies without need for remediation.” Exceeds Standards
refers to a student who “comprehensively/consistently applies and generalizes skills/strategies in
a variety of situations,” (Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau 2013). So students who are proficient
fall in to two categories (Meets Standards and Exceeds Standards), and students who are not
proficient fall into two categories (Emerging and Approaches Standards).

Given the available data, this analysis focuses on students who are overall proficient (both the
students who are classified as Meets Standards and Exceeds Standards) and students who are
Emerging (the lowest performance group). While an increase in the share of proficient students
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signifies improved performance; an increase in the share of emerging students does not. An
increase in the share of emerging students signifies that more students require extensive
remediation.

In addition to data on student performances, I also gathered demographic information on
students. I begin my analysis examining the performance of Clark County 3rd grade students in
the years since Nevada K.I.D.S. Read was initiated.

The program (and associated funding) is divided into three phases. Phase I of the program took
place in the 2015-2016 school year. During Phase I, eleven schools received funding. Phase II of
the program took place during the 2016-2017 school year. During Phase II, 146 Schools received
funding. Phase III of the program took place in the 2017-2018 school year. During Phase III, 36
schools received funding.

Year-by-Year Comparison
Table 1: Year-by-Year Summary Statistics Comparison
2015-2016
2016-2017
ELA % Proficient
47.57
47.59
(16.84)
(16.53)
ELA % Emerging
28.05
29.07
(13.35)
(13.42)
Math % Proficient
37.36
39.86
(16.15)
(16.19)
Math % Emerging
31.32
30.70
(14.09)
(13.78)
Number of Schools
211.00
211.00

2017-2018
48.62
(16.35)
27.61
(12.98)
41.12
(15.54)
29.72
(12.99)
216.00

*Indicates the average of all schools in each category. Parentheses indicate standard deviation.

When comparing test scores across the years, the data indicates that there is a potential benefit
to the program. There seems to be an increase in the number of students who are ELA proficient
which indicates that more students are reading at grade level. There also seems to a decrease in
the number of students who are ELA emerging which indicates that there are fewer students
scoring in the bottom group of scores. Despite the indicated benefits of the program, it is unclear
if the improvement in scores is a result of the program, because there are similar trends in the
math scores which should be unaffected by the program.
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FUNDING INFORMATION
Funding Analysis
The K.I.D.S. Read program was allocated a substantial sum of money to distribute to schools to
aid with the implementation of the programs mandate. Prior to analysing the effect on student
performance, one needs to understand how the money was allocated among schools. By the end
of the three phases, the program allocated TOTAL to a total of 193 schools (Phase I funded 11
schools, Phase II funded 146 schools, and Phase III funded 36 schools). That left only 18 schools
who never received any funding from the K.I.D.S. Read program. Those 18 schools are analysed
in the following section. The demographic information for all of the schools is shown in the table
below. The demographic information is based on the information from schools in 2015 (the first
year of the program).

Free & Reduced Lunch
English Language Learner
White
Black
Hispanic
Other
Number of Schools

Table 2: Demographic Information
All
Phase I
Phase II
Phase III
Schools
68.03
68.41
62.08
86.48
(24.88)
(23.01)
(24.05)
(17.04)
26.37
26.23
20.96
40.91
(18.60)
(18.78)
(15.96)
(17.42)
26.01
25.65
30.40
12.26
(19.55)
(18.61)
(19.36)
(12.90)
14.34
14.21
14.28
15.90
(9.88)
(9.95)
(9.07)
(13.66)
47.09
47.64
40.82
64.16
(22.29)
(23.35)
(19.36)
(20.30)
13.72
13.79
15.87
8.02
(8.22)
(7.81)
(9.92)
(6.20)
211.00
11.00
146.00
36.00

Ever
Funded
66.99
(24.72)
25.06
(18.17)
26.80
(19.51)
14.59
(10.20)
45.58
(21.77)
14.29
(8.20)
193.00

Never
Funded
79.21
(23.89)
40.88
(17.04)
17.55
(17.83)
11.78
(4.84)
63.09
(21.50)
7.59
(5.33)
18.00

*Indicates the average of all schools in each category. Parentheses indicate standard deviation. Based on 2015 data.

Overall, 90% of the schools in Clark County received funding under the program. Somewhat
surprisingly schools that never received funding have a high share of students receiving free and
reduced lunch (79.21% compared the 66.99% for schools that ever-received funding).
Additionally, the never funded schools are on average 82.45% minority students, and 40.88%
English Language Learners.
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The demographic breakdown for all schools places the average percent of minority students at
73.99%, Free and Reduced Lunch Eligibility at 68.03% and the percentage of English Language
Learners at 26.37%. Phase I schools fell right around the overall average demographic
breakdown for all schools in terms of their minority populations (68.41%), Free and Reduced
Lunch eligibility (68.41%), and percentage of English Language Learners (26.23%). Phase II
schools had a minority student (69.60%). Additionally, Phase II schools had the lowest percentage
of students who were Free and Reduced Lunch eligible (62.08%), and the lowest percentage of
English Language Learners (20.96%). Phase III schools had the highest percentage of minority
students (86.48%) Additionally, Phase II schools had the highest percentage of students who
were Free and Reduced Lunch eligible (86.48%) and the highest percentage of English Language
Learners (40.91%).

There could be a litany of factors that affected the distribution of funding. In order for a school to
originally receive funding, it needed to prove that it would be able to implement the mandates of
the program. As a result, schools that have additional resources might have been able to meet
the necessary requirements earlier. Additionally, as reflected by the schools that were never
funded, schools that receive alternative forms of funding may not have been eligible for funding
during the initial phases of the program. Looking at the funding information alone is insufficient in
determining the efficacy of the funding allocation.
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Breakdown for Unfunded Schools
There were only 18 schools that were never funded by the Nevada K.I.D.S. Read Program. In
order to determine why so few schools were never funded, the next step is to look at the schools
who never received any funding. This is done by analysing Title 1 status, Zoom school status,
and Victory School Status.
Table 3: Unfunded School Breakdown
School
Title 1 Zoom Victory
D'Vorre & Hall Ober Elementary School
Yes
Heard ES
Yes
Kitty McDonough Ward Elementary School
Louis Wiener Jr Elementary School
Yes
Kit Carson Elementary School
Yes
Paul E Culley Elementary School
Yes
Howard E Hollingsworth Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Reynaldo Martinez Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Stanford Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Vail Pittman Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Bertha Ronzone Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Jay W. Jeffers Elementary School
Yes
Yes
William K. Moore Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Will Beckley Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Mountain View Elementary School (Clark)
Yes
Ruth Fyfe Elementary School
Arturo Cambeiro Elementary School
Yes
Yes
Wendell P. Williams Elementary School
Yes
Yes
All but two of the schools who were never funded are Title 1 schools, 7 of the schools are
designated Zoom schools, 3 of the schools are designed Victory schools. This means but all but
two of the schools who were never funded receive extensive funding from other programs in
Nevada.

The two schools who do not receive any other additional funding were Kitty McDonough Ward
Elementary School and Ruth Fyfe Elementary School.
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STUDENT PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
Overview
During 2014-2015 school year, Clark County School District changed testing metrics, which
makes it difficult to analyse efficacy of any program before the 2016-2017 school year. In order
to compensate for the lack of data. This analysis will focus on the second phase of funding (the
2016-2017 school year). That will that allow 2015-2016 to be used as the base year, which can
help provide a standard for comparison for the treated year, 2016-2017 and the year after, 20172018. In order to isolate the effects of just Phase II, all of the schools that received initial funding
in Phase I or Phase III, are not included in the analysis.

The difference-in-difference calculation is:
DD= (Yt,F – Yt,F ) – (Yt,U – Yt,U )

Let Yt,F denote the proficiency scores in year t, where F notes whether or not there was
intervention (F= treated, U=untreated), t tells us what wave of the program we are looking at
(2015, 2016, 2017).

In order to eliminate anomalies and produce clear results, the difference-in-difference calculations
were done using the means of all of the schools’ test data.

ELA Percent Proficient Analysis
Table 4: Comparison of ELA Proficiency for Phase II and Never Funded
Funded
Not Funded
Difference
2015
51.11
39.04
12.07
2016
50.95
36.29
14.66
2017
50.88
42.01
8.87
Year over Year
2016-2015
2017-2016
2017-2015

-0.16
-0.07
-0.23

-2.75
5.72
2.97

DID
2.59
-5.79
-3.2

14

This analysis suggests that from 2015-2016 the program had positive impacts. There was
a decrease in scores between 2015 and 2016; however, the treated schools saw a smaller
decline than the schools who had not been treated. This analysis suggests that from 20162017 the program adversely affected proficiency rates the year after schools received
funding as the scores were unchanged for schools that had been treated, while schools that
were untreated saw increases in proficiency rates. This analysis suggests that from 20152017 the program adversely affected proficiency rates. Schools that had been treated saw
a decline over the course of the program, while schools who had not been treated saw
improvements in their scores.

While the program did have a positive impact in the year that schools initially received
funding, there was a much larger negative impact in the second year that offset any gains
made in the first year. Over the three years analyse there was a decrease in proficiency
rates. During the same time, schools that had not been treated saw an increase in their
proficiency rates.

Math Percent Proficient
Table 5: Comparison of Math Proficient for Phase II and Never Funded
Funded
Not Funded
Difference
2015
40.44
29.54
10.9
2016
41.94
30.19
11.75
2017
43.35
34.60
8.75
Year over Year
2016-2015
2017-2016
2017-2015

1.5
1.41
2.91

-0.65
4.41
5.06

DID
2.15
-3
-2.15

This analysis suggests that from 2015-2016 math proficiency scores improved more for schools
that had received K.I.D.S. Funding than they did in schools that had not been funded. This
analysis suggests that from 2016-2017 math proficiency scores decreased for schools that had
received K.I.D.S. Funding while they increased in schools that had not been funded. This analysis
suggests that from 2015-2017 math proficiency scores improved more for schools that had
received K.I.D.S. Funding than they did in schools that had not been funded.
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When comparing this analysis of that with the ELA analysis it suggests that the program does not
have as large of an effect as the original ELA analysis would suggest. This is because as ELA
proficiency rates changed, math proficiency rates did as well. The programs mandates are all
targeted at improving ELA performance, so one would only expect changes in ELA not math. This
indicates that there may have been changes in the schools that have affected them writ large
rather than just the ELA rates.
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CONCLUSION
Lack of comprehensive and comparative data makes it difficult to conduct a deep analysis on this
topic. More information and robust study would be needed to ascertain the full impact of the
program’s performance. Additionally, implementation of the program the same year as the
standards for testing were changed makes it difficult to track the progress.

Overall based on the limited data available, this analysis suggests that the funding aspect of the
program had small positive effect on proficiency rates. Schools that were never funded saw
increases in proficiency rates. These findings lead to more questions than answers regarding the
K.I.D.S. Read Program and its associated data.

While the data shows very little, if any improvement, it is very difficult to determine the programs
overall effect without understanding performance before the program was implemented and how
the student would have performed in the absence of the program.

The inconsistencies and counterintuitive results indicate missing pieces in the data. Although
there are many factors that contribute to student achievement this study revealed several major
concerns about the K.I.D.S. Read Program.
What other factors affected student performance during the year? Schools that didn’t receive
funding through the K.I.D.S. Read Program saw more improvements than schools who received
funding. Was this a result of the mandates of the program rather than the funding? Did other
programs contribute to the student improvement.

Given the information available, it is very difficult to give a conclusive analysis on the results of
the program. Instead, I recommend that that CCSD undertake a study to test the effectiveness of
the program. Data on the performance of students before and after the program started would be
helpful. In the future, the state and CCSD should include a framework that allows them to test the
performance of programs when they introduce new programs.
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APPENDIX
Summary Statistics
This appendix looks at the average scores and standard deviations for schools related to each
phase of the program across the three years of the program for which information is available.
The data from these tables was used to generate the analysis from above.

2015- 2016 School Year
Table 4: 2015 Summary Statistics
All
Schools
Average Funding
ELA % Proficient
ELA % Emerging
Math % Proficient
Math % Emerging
Number of Schools

Phase I

Phase II

Phase III

51.11
(16.10)
25.23
(12.30)
40.44
(15.52)
28.39
(13.17)
146.00

37.63
(14.85)
36.21
(13.39)
28.44
(14.01)
39.33
(12.28)
36.00

80,175.79
47.57
(16.84)
28.05
(13.35)
37.36
(16.15)
31.32
(14.09)
211.00

47.07
(15.91)
27.84
(12.48)
38.40
(16.58)
30.30
(13.17)
11.00

Ever
Funded
4,569.60

Never
Funded

48.37
(16.70)
27.43
(13.22)
38.08
(16.00)
30.54
(13.17)
193.00

39.04
(15.94)
34.73
(12.91)
29.54
(15.60)
29.64
(12.90)
18.00

*Indicates the average of all schools in each category. Parentheses indicate standard deviation.

The 2015-2016 school year only funded “Phase I Schools” which are schools that initially received
Nevada K.I.D.S Read funding in 2015. Phase I schools received an average funding of
$80,175.79. The Phase I schools that received the funding had an average ELA proficiency
percentage of 47.07%. The average was substantially above the average proficiency level for
schools who were never funded through the Nevada K.I.D.S Read Program (39.04%). The Phase
I schools that received funding had a percentage of Emerging students at 27.84% below the
average for all schools (28.05%) and substantially below the average for schools who were never
funded (34.73%).
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2016- 2017 School Year
Table 5: 2016 Summary Statistics
All
Schools
Average Funding
ELA % Proficient
ELA % Emerging
Math % Proficient
Math % Emerging
Number of Schools

47.59
(16.53)
29.07
(13.42)
39.86
(16.19)
30.70
(13.78)
211.00

Phase I

Phase II

53,033.80

69,934.33

47.66
(12.52)
27.23
(10.14)
41.94
(16.72)
28.86
(12.18)
11.00

50.95
(16.57)
26.26
(13.45)
42.58
(16.12)
28.26
(13.44)
146.00

Phase III

39.18
(12.34)
36.15
(12.45)
32.76
(12.98)
36.73
(12.45)
36.00

Ever
Funded
56,013.91

Never
Funded

48.58
(16.42)
28.16
(13.13)
40.71
(16.12)
29.87
(13.63)
193.00

36.29
(12.83)
39.39
(12.73)
30.19
(12.73)
40.18
(11.79)
18.00

*Indicates the average of all schools in each category. Parentheses indicate standard deviation.

The 2016-2017 school year funded Phase I Schools (schools that initially received Nevada
K.I.D.S Read funding in 2015) and Phase II Schools (schools that initially received Nevada K.I.D.S
Read funding in 2016). Phase I schools received an average funding of $53,033.80 and Phase II
schools received an average funding of $69,934.33. The Phase I Schools had an average ELA
proficiency percentage of 47.66%. Phase II schools had an average ELA proficiency of 50.95%
which was about the same as their proficiency from the previous year. Phase II schools were
above the average for all schools (47.59%).
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2017- 2018 School Year

Table 6: 2017 Summary Statistics
All
Schools
Average Funding
ELA % Proficient
ELA % Emerging
Math % Proficient
Math % Emerging
Number of Schools

48.62
(16.35)
27.61
(12.98)
41.12
(15.54)
29.72
(12.99)
216.00

Never
Funded

21,556.63

Ever
Funded
55,835.90

43.95
(14.85)
31.83
(11.98)
36.36
(13.69)
34.16
(12.44)
38.00

49.33
(16.32)
27.96
(12.97)
41.83
(15.63)
29.14
(12.99)
195.00

42.01
(15.10)
32.65
(11.99)
34.60
(12.98)
35.10
(11.65)
21.00

Phase I

Phase II

Phase III

55,768.63

36,284.75

47.29
(15.60)
29.00
(11.66)
40.52
(16.66)
29.73
(11.60)
11.00

50.88
(16.43)
25.68
(12.00)
43.35
(15.70)
27.79
(12.91)
146.00

*Indicates the average of all schools in each category. Parentheses indicate standard deviation.

The 2017-2018 school year funded Phase I Schools (schools that initially received Nevada
K.I.D.S Read funding in 2015), Phase II Schools (schools that initially received Nevada K.I.D.S
Read funding in 2016), and Phase III Schools (schools that initially received Nevada K.I.D.S Read
funding in 2017). Phase I schools received an average funding of $55,768.63, Phase II schools
received an average funding of $36,284.75, and Phase III schools received an average funding
of $21,556.63. The Phase I Schools had an average ELA proficiency percentage of 47.29% which
was the same as their average ELA proficiency rates from the previous two years. Phase II
schools had an average ELA proficiency of 50.88%. Phase III Schools had an average ELA
proficiency of 43.95% which was higher than their ELA proficiency from the previous year.

Most notably, the schools that had never received any Nevada K.I.D.S Read funding had an
average ELA proficiency level of 42.01% which was an 3% increase from the previous two years.
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Missing Schools
Several of the schools in the two school districts analysed were missing data. The missing schools
and reason for their omission are listed below:

Early B Lundy Elementary School: Early B Lundy Elementary School has ten students, the school
does not enough students to publish data related to test scores and maintain the student’s privacy
and anonymity.

Miley Elementary School: Miley Elementary School is a specialized school that only has thirty
students, the school does not enough students to publish data related to test scores and maintain
the student’s privacy and anonymity.

Variety Elementary School: Variety Elementary School is a specialized school that only has thirtytwo students, the school does not enough students to publish data related to test scores and
maintain the student’s privacy and anonymity.

Harry Reid Elementary School has twenty-four students in grades K-12, the school does not
enough students to publish data related to test scores and maintain the student’s privacy and
anonymity.
Turning Point is a self-contained program, many of the students don’t take the SBACs. The school
does not enough students who take the tests to publish data related to test scores and maintain
the student’s privacy and anonymity.
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